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opPOSmON OF AMERITECH TO

PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION

The Ameritech Operating Companies (nAmeritech")1 oppose the petition of MFS

Communication Company, Inc. (nMFS"), for reconsideration of the Commission's order

in this docket.2 In the GSF Order, the Commission corrected the prior intentional

underallocation of general support facility ("GSF") investment and related expenses to

the common line category. In its petition, MFS simply restates its prior request that the

Commission delay its GSF correction until other LEC competitive pricing issues have

been resolved.

MFS's petition should be dismissed since it only raises an argument that has

already been presented to and rejected by the Commission.3 As MFS states in its

petition, it made its request previously in the emergency petition it filed in this docket

on March 23. The Commission noted the request and rejected it.4

MFS, however, incorrectly argues that a "recent event" constitutes additional

grounds for granting its request - specifically, the Commission's decision to investigate

1 The Ameriteeh Operating Companies are: minois Bell Telephone Company, Indiana Bell Telephone
Company, Incorporated, Michigan Bell Telephone Company, The Ohio Bell Telephone Company, and
Wisconsin Bell, Inc.

2 In the Matter of Amendment of the Part 69 Allocation of General Support Facility Costs. CC Docket No.
92-222, Report and Order, FCC 93-238 (released May 19, 1993) ("GSF Order"). A
3 See. section 1.429 of the Commission's rules. ('i).... \ J
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4 GSF Order at para. 5 and note 11. list A8C0 E



local exchange carriers' ("LECs") interconnection tariffs. Regardless of the fact that

Ameritech emphatically denies that there is anything wrong with its interconnection

rates, that investigation itself constitutes no justification for delaying the corrective

action of the GSF Order. The GSF Order, after all, merely corrects the previous

intentional underallocation of GSF investment and related cost to the common line

category - i.e., it simply eliminates an intentional subsidy from all other interstate rate

elements to common line. In economic terms, the decision is justified in its own right.

As the Commission noted;

The revised rule will allocate costs among service categories in a manner that will
result in more cost-based rates for access services. Correcting these
misallocations will make access services more efficiently priced, which will
stimulate additional usage of the access network by those services whose rates
are lowered as a result.s

Thus, while the Commission's decision has the additional benefit of eliminating a

subsidy burden on LEC competitive services that does not exist for their competitors,

that, by itself, constitutes no valid justification for delaying the changes while the

Commission investigates the LECs' interconnection rates.

In light of the foregoing, MFS's petition for reconsideration should be denied.

Respectfully submitted,

~~
Michael S. Pabian
Attorneys for the
Ameritech Operating Companies

Room4H76
2000 West Ameritech Center Drive
Hoffman Estates, IL 60196-1025
(708) 248-6044

Dated: July 27, 1993

5 GSF Order at para. 11.
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